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My TURN/ RICK [ARSGH

THE NEWS. SUN'S . to prop up.two businesses- .
|- FRANK Abderholden - that.pay less taxes each
reported on the Nov. 13 .. ... yéar than an-averdge block .

meetmgheldto discuss the of homes in Waukegan,

" United State’s Environmen-s- "How does the U.S. EPA
tal Protection Agency’s  ~ attemptto justify sucha *
“approach to “cleaning” the - monumental subsidy? They
Waukegan Harborand.  * crankédout (atid paid for) .
-included some comments 4 “study” by somethmg
from me in the article. ...~ called the Northeast -
- wouldlike to expandupon  Midwest Institute that
those comments as . cldimed that “almost all of
believe this issue.is of - the area’s-econoniic®»«......
ovemdmg ¢oncern not actxvﬁy and mumcxpal
. only te-Waukegan residents -~ services depend in some
butalso thetiortheast =~ mannerdn the harbog™-
region of the State of ‘That may have been true
Illmoi" o wyearsagowhenwestlll
. *"Fo summarfé;the EPA  had 25,000 jobs below the -
: agrees with what the c1ty  bluff, but to claim that now
has been sayinginmy *is pure hogwash,....
_ yearsasan alderman— Whiat is true and
‘ that the harbor can be ‘accurate are the conclu

safely “capped” (covered.  sioits reached in the 2003
with sand) for a fraction of master planthat the city of
.. the cosFi of dredging: There Wankegan, after much

@*@a@ht_;gg difference in cost ¢ bhc discussionand -
_between the two options-

an estimated $9.6 niillion T meg
to.cap and $35 million to E?errill We dec:ded

" “dredge. And it is important *“ove forward and put our
to understand the U.S. EPA mdnstmal legacy Behmd

- accepts both options as uss

being egually pmtectlve of ;i The council not only
.. human health and the.. .~ accepted a plan, butalso
- environment. Think about ''''' “took action by turning
that. dowira'power plant

So why deesthe U.S. proposal from Kinder-
EPA want to dredge? The ~-Morgan and defeated a
only justification to spend “plan by the North Shore
that extra $25 millionisto . Sanitary Districtto puta
maintain 2 deep navxga sewage sludge. mcmerator
tional channebfor# "~ on our lakefront, éven:-
wallboard plant and oement ‘though these would have
storage facility. Thesetwo  generated sorely needed
enterprises collectively pay - tax revenue benefits,
about $200,000 in property . Will turning our harbor
-taxes each year. b anﬂal’cefront tea resxden—

. So,in essence, the U.S. " tial, open space, , light
- EPA wanis to use-$25- commercial and marina-
million ofyourtax:.dollars relatggl_‘bqsi__x_xess area make

. jump & 2bout $2.5° nillion

propérty as the gyps e
--and cement plants siton,
: theyget over $2 million

_Kenosha, "

‘ Tussmw mmmzs znm Newséuuonmﬁ coml . ;

e

Cappmg harbor pdllutlon moves c1ty forward, |

Jobs? We onIy need to. Iook
_toat oir meighbor to the
“iorth, Kenosha. .

I called the Kenosha* -

" assessor this past summer =
' “exfra’$25mdhoncanstﬂl o
 beputtogooduse.” " -

and was told that their..
exciting harborfront -
development (which' -
mirrors what Waukegan’s
master plan calls for) hasin:.
just eight short years:
generated oveér $2 million

" in new tax revenues. The -

expectation ig that it-will,

in revenues in the nexttwo -

to'three years when their

prolect reachescompletim
-So for about the same

amount of lakefront..

more in annualtax. ..

' revenues Pretty impres- _

e. And Waukegan has *
ﬁhmes;nore }akefmnt

« What also has not beat’
dzscussed or factored into
the U8 EPA proposal js..

- . the potential beneﬂt to. the
" Waukégan schools.

g
Lakefront developmentwill
generate-many millions in
new sales and giroperty - -

--taxes. District 60 wﬂlbaw----

the fuil beneficiary of these-:
new revenues with* Ilttle

-.Everyonewhotruly
cares about the future of -
our city;.our. SChOOlS and -
realizing the vision of our
master plan, must pay;

- attention to this issue. Thiat

" is why I believe the future.

ofour city should be =

on'the forward, not be' pushed
" school population itself % -

representatxves, not bya s

- fedetal agency likethe US. -

EPAthatcleaﬂyhas et

ariother agenda: -, e
Oneﬁnalpomt’l‘hat A

TheUS.EPAhasnot* - |
widely advertised this'as of- =
yet, but they éstimatethe. .
“cleanup costs to remove ..
the toxins at the old'OMC .. - .-
:-Plaht 2 site right across:the
street from the harbor as,_

_ being in the $20t0 $25 -
““millien range: Fhey, . :
propose, initially, to buﬂd“

an upderground “dike”to

- prevent the toxins/PCBs -~ -
* found in'the groundwater *- -

%2 from rutining back into thé

“harbior and Lake Michigan,
Sounds like & gaqd 1dea to©
‘e,

‘As an alderman, I canmot :
-in good consciéiice stand,
by silently. I prefexto look )
"ottt forour. tzxpayers and
 the future economic
benefits of the entire
regmby ensuringwe: -~
"move forward with our “
Ttiiastet plag. o

Icannot support £ -
propping upacouple of _

“ businesses to the tune of
$25 million when that
money could be putto:'~ -
better use. I much prefer o
that Waikeganmove -

back into the past. .

- Thope the taxpayers of

- this region now have a
better understanding of the
issue, the implications to™
their pocketbook and the -
future of our great city. .
Rick. Lars%!; lgme

: Waukagan’s:"' \




